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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 6, 11-14, 16, and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Gaul (2,800,709) in view of Junker (1 ,701 ,889). 

Gaul discloses producing an aluminum composite material (figs. 1-5), wherein at 
least one cladding layer (2) from a first aluminum material (col. 3, lines 47-51) is 
provided, the cladding layer (2) is placed on a side of an ingot (1 ) made from a second 
aluminum material (col. 3, lines 47-51), and the cladding layer (2) and the ingot (1) are 
rolled wherein the rolling comprises several roll passes thereby producing the aluminum 
composite material (col. 4, lines 68-75). Gaul discloses treating at least one surface of 
the second ingot by preheating and then scalping (col. 4, lines 32-47). See also figures 1-5 
for further clarification. 

Gaul, however, does not disclose cutting the cladding layer from a first ingot 
made from a first aluminum. 

Junker discloses cutting a strip or layer from a first ingot made from a first 
material (lines 34-65), in order to effectively and inexpensively provide layers/strips with 
a desired thickness, as compared to traditional manufacturing techniques in which the 
strips are rolled from cast ingots (lines 1-6). See figure 1 also for further clarification. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to cut the layer of Gaul from an ingot, in light of the 
teachings of Junker, in order to effectively and inexpensively provide layers/strips with a 
desired thickness. 

Regarding claims 11 and 16 . Gaul discloses all of the claimed subject matter 
except for the cladding layer having a thickness of 2mm to 100mm. It would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
provide the cladding layer with a thickness in the range of 2mm to 100mm, as the 
Examiner takes Official Notice that cladding layers in such a thickness range are 
conventional and are off sufficient thickness to provide the intended desirable cladding 
characteristics. Further, it has been held where the general conditions of a claim are 
disclosed in the prior art, discovering the optimum or workable ranges involves on 
routine skill in the art. In re Aller, 105 USPQ 233. 

3. Claims 7-10 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Gaul/Junker as applied to claims 6 and 14 above, and further in view of Follrath 
(3,908,746). 

Gaul/Junker as modified above discloses all of the claimed subject matter except 
for the cutting comprising sawing. 

Follrath discloses cutting an ingot (24) comprising sawing the ingot with a saw 
(145), in order to cut the ingot into the desired length. See column 8, line 27 -column 9, line 

4, and figure 1 for further clarification. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to 
substitute the cutting device of Gaul/Junker with a saw to cut/saw the ingot of 
Gaul/Junker, in light of teachings of Follrath, in order to cut the ingot into the desired 
length. Clearly the two types of cutting devices are functional equivalents in the art for 
cutting ingots. 

Regarding claim 8, Gaul discloses all of the claimed subject matter except for 
the cladding layer having a thickness of 2mm to 100mm. It would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to provide the 
cladding layer with a thickness in the range of 2mm to 100mm, as the Examiner takes 
Official Notice that cladding layers in such a thickness range are conventional and are 
off sufficient thickness to provide the intended desirable cladding characteristics. 
Further, it has been held where the general conditions of a claim are disclosed in the 
prior art, discovering the optimum or workable ranges involves on routine skill in the art. 
InreAller, 105USPQ233. 

Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments filed 8/29/06 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant argues that 1) neither Gaul, Junker, or Follrath teach or suggest cutting 
cladding layers directly from an ingot as claimed by Applicant and 2) there is no 
motivation to combine the teachings of Gaul with Junker and/or Follrath. 

In response, the Examiner maintains that Gaul as described in detail above 
discloses all of the claimed subject matter including providing a cladding layer, however, 
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Gaul does not disclose cutting the cladding layers directly from an ingot. Junker 
discloses cutting a layer from an ingot. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to cut the cladding 
layer of Gaul from an ingot, in light of the teachings of Junker, in order to provide a layer 
with the desired dimensions. 

In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, Gaul teaches all 
of the claimed subject matter including providing a cladding layer, however, Gaul fails to 
teach providing the cladding by cutting. Junker teaches providing a layer by cutting the 
layer from an ingot based on the use of the cutting tool. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary at the time the invention was made to cut the layer of 
Gaul from an ingot, in light of the teachings of Junker, in order to provide a layer with 
the desired thickness. 

Applicant further argues that the liner or cladding strip of Gaul is not cut from an 
aluminum ingot and immediately rolled together with the core ingot to become a 
composite material. 
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In response, the Examiner acknowledges that although Gaul does not specify 
whether the cladding strip is cut from an aluminum ingot, the claimed invention does not 
require immediately rolling the cladding strip with the core ingot to become a core ingot. 
The cutting of a strip from an ingot is taught by Junker as explained in detail above. 

Applicant argues that Junker does not disclose producing a cladding layer or any 
other metal strips suitable for cladding. Applicant also states that in view of Junker's 
silence as to cladding layers and especially to aluminum strips which may be used as 
cladding layers, a person skilled in the art would not find it obvious to combine Junker 
with Gaul in order to arrive at the presently claimed invention. 

In response, the Examiner maintains that Junker was provided to show a strip of 
material may be cut from an ingot. The strip of material is similar in dimensions to a 
cladding strip/layer. Although Junker is silent with respect to whether or not the 
layer/strip is suitable for use as a cladding layer, the teaching of a strip suitable for use 
as a cladding strip/layer has already been provided by Gaul, Junker was only cited to 
show that a strip of material may be cut from an ingot. Junker discloses that a strip of 
material may be cut from an ingot to the desired dimensions. The teachings of Junker 
provide one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention with the necessary 
motivation to cut a layer/strip of material from an ingot to the desired dimensions. 

Applicant also argues that Junker does not suggest the possibility that a layer 
peeled off by a cutting tool is, without further rolling, already suitable for use as a 
cladding layer in a composite material. 
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In response, the Examiner maintains although Junker does not suggest the 
possibility that a layer peeled off by a cutting tool is without further rolling already 
suitable for use as a cladding layer in a composite material this does not preclude one 
of ordinary skill in the art from looking to Junker for a teaching of cutting a strip/layer of 
material from an ingot to a desired dimension. 

Applicant argues that the combination of Junker and Gaul still requires that a 
cladding layer cut from an ingot would still be processed to form a stock liner. 

In response, the Examiner disagrees with Applicant's assertion that the 
combination of Junker and Gaul requires that a cladding layer cut from an ingot would 
still be processed to form a stock liner. The teaching of Junker would lead one of 
ordinary skill in the art to form the strip/layer of material of Gaul from an ingot. Gaul 
discloses a cladding layer, however, Gaul is silent with respect to the manner in which 
the cladding layer is produced other than referring to the layer as a liner. Therefore it 
can be assumed that the layer/liner is obtained from a second ingot in an effort to obtain 
a variety of different sized liners/layers for multiple cladding operations. Based on the 
rationale provided, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to 
obtain a layer from an ingot by cutting in order to obtain a number of cladding layers. 
Nowhere does Gaul require that the cladding layer cut from an ingot be processed to 
form a stock liner. Gaul only discloses providing a cladding layer/liner, and does not 
disclose the manner by which the layer/liner is formed, and therefore Applicant's 
assertions are only assumptions. 
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Applicant argues that Junker does not teach or suggest that for producing the 
composite material, the step of welding the cladding liner to the core material may be 
omitted and that instead the cladding liner and the ingot material are bonded to each 
other only by rolling. 

In response, the Examiner maintains that Junker was not cited to show that for 
producing the composite material, the step of welding the cladding liner to the core 
material may be omitted and that instead the cladding liner and the ingot material are 
bonded to each other only by rolling. 

Applicant argues that Follrath fails to teach or suggest cutting of cladding layers 
directly from an ingot. 

In response, the Examiner maintains that Follrath was cited to show cutting of an 
ingot comprises sawing. The cutting of cladding layers from an ingot is taught by the 
combination of Gaul in view of Junker above. 

Conclusion 

5. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jermie Cozart whose telephone number is 571-272- 
4528. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday, 7:30 am - 6:00 
pm. 

7. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Bryant can be reached on 571-272-4526. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

8. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




JERMIE E. COZART 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 



November 12, 2006 



